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Restaurant and Bar Managers Say Federal Smoking Ban Would Hurt 

Business,-Force Layoffe 

WASHINGTON, DC, October 24. An overwhelming majority of owners 
and managers of bars and taverns and about half of those who own or 
manage restaurants that pennit smoldng predict major economic losses if 
a pen^ng national workplace smoking ban is implttnenled by the federal 
govemraent’s Occupaticmal Safety and Health Admimstration (OSHA). 

The national survey of restaurant and bar owners and managers was 
conducted by the Roper Starch Worldwide polling firm on behalf of the 
National Licensed Beverage Association (NLBA), which rdeased the study 
today in Washington. 

“Under OSHA’s proposed Indoor Air Quality regulation, no one 
could smoke where they work, work where they smoke, ot work where 
anyone else is smoking,” said Debra Leach, executive director of the 
NLBA. Because ‘workplace’ includes dining areas, bars, hotel rooms and 
anywhere else work is perfonned, no wait staff or service personnel could 
enter smoking areas. The result would be a smoking ban for the hospitality 
industry. 

‘The survey demonstrates the vay real concerns of the hospitality 
businesses who will have to deal with the impact of OSHA’s proposed 
national smoking ban. Candidly, we were surprised at how strongly they 
felt about this issue. The majority of owners and mans^ers of 
establishments that pennit smoking or have smoldng sections believe that 
this regulation will result in smoking customers patronizing their 
establishments less often and spending less money while they are there,” 
said Leach. 

“A whopping 83 percent of all bar owners anticipate a loss of revenue 
due to OSHA’s smoking ban and most of those (81 percent) predict their 
losses will be over 15 percent,” said Leach. “A significant number of ail 
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restaurant owners and managers (39 percent) and even more (49 percent) of 
those establishments currently permitting smoking, believe the smoking ban 
will result in lower revenues. Over 85 pttcent of those expecting losses say 
their losses will exceed 5 percent of their revenues.” 

Of those who expect losses, a big majority (61 percent of restaurant 
managers and 66 percent for bars and taverns) predict they will have to lay 
off employees as a result. 

The survey illustrated that bar and restaurant owners have not ignored 
public concerns about smoking and related issues. Many have invested 
substantial sums in ventilation equipment so everyone will be more 
comfortable. Seventy-seven percent of restaurants and 11 percent of bars 
have imposed some limitation on smoking by customers, mostly as a 
voluntary response to current social concerns. 

NLBA President Jim Simpson told the news conference, “The 
marketplace is responding to public attitudes while continuing to offer 
freedom of choice for workers and customers. Both groups deserve to be 
able to find the kind of atmosphere they prefer. There is no more need for a 
uniform smoking policy than there is for a uniform nationwide menu in 
America’s restaurant and bars. 

“A handful of anti-smoking activists are pressuring OSHA to issue 
fer more sweepii^ regulations than are justified by science or our national 
ethic of promoting diversity and choice,” he said. 

Debra Leach said the proposed regulation would have a significant 
impact on the bottom lines of businesses throughout the industry, “Real 
people are going to lose real jobs as an unintended result of action taken by 
an agency of the federal government that is, ironically, charged with 
protecting workers.” 

Also made clear by the poll was the fact that revenue lost from 
smokers would nflt be offeet by an increased patronage from non-smokers. 

“This study clearly demonstrates that owners and managers of 
restaurants, bars and taverns feel strongly that non-smoking customers 
would not come more often because of the proposed smoking ban, nor 
would the people who do come spend more money in their establishments,” 
said Leach. 

Leach also noted that over 90 percent of owners and managers of 
restaurants, bars and taverns feel that both their customers and employees 
accept the establishment’s smoking policies either feirly well or very well, 
with the vast majority responding “very well.” What’s more, 91 percent of 
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bar/tavem respondents and 72 percent of restaurateurs preferred to make 
Aeir own smoking policies without interference from state, local or fed^’al 
governments. 

Leach emphasized that this survey focused on owner/operators and 
managers becatase they are the people who are on the ground level -- 
working in these establishments day in and day out. “They don’t want 
smoking policy for a comer tavern in Montana to be set in a comer office in 
Washington, D.C.,” she ssdd. 

"We also went a st^ further and asked our own economic 
consultant. Dr. Steve Barsby of Molalla, Oregon, to analjize the Roper 
results and tell us what they meant in tem^ of actual sales and job 
losses. Dr. Barsby has more than two decades of experience analyzing 
sales and other economic data involving the alcohol bever^e and other 
industries. We believe the estimates he came up with are very 
conservative. Nevertheless, they are sobering. 

“Dr. Barsby estimates that restaurants will lose 3 billion dollars 
in sales and that bars and taverns will lose 1.6 billion if OSHA’s 
rules go into effecL That’s over 4.5 billion dollars in lost sales per 
year!” said Leach. 

“Those sales declines will mean job loses. Some businesses will 
close altogether. Nationwide, Dr. Barsby believes that based on the 
estimated sales loss about 138,000 jobs will be eliminated. In addition, 
virtually every business which sells products or services to bars and 
restaurants will also feel the impact. That includes food distributors, 
beverage distributors, landlords who collect rents based on sales, and 
even the government sales, excise, and income tax collectors will come 
up short,” said Leach. 

Commenting on how the survey came about, Leach said it was 
imperative for her organization to correctly measure the views of its 
members and potential members on this issue. 

Leach also noted that the NLB A has been very vocal in criticizing 
OSHA’s proposed workplace smoking ban and said, “Frankly, we needed to 
know if we were accurately representing how our 16,000 members and 
others in the business really felt. We decided that a nationwide survey was 
the best way to gauge their sentiments. An unrestricted research grant from 
Philip Morris made it possible. The survey delivered a strong message, 
even stronger than we origir^lly thought — bar and restaurant owners don’t 
like OSHA’s plan!” 
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OSHA, in April 1994, proposed indoor air quality regulations 
that would ban smoking entirely or restrict it to designated rooms which are 
separately ventilated directly to the outside under negative pressure. In 
addition, under these criteria smoking would be banned from all work areas. 

The NLBA is a non-profit association with over 16,000 members 
across the country. It officially became the NLBA in 1950, but it traces its 
roots back to the repeal of Prohibition. It is the largest membership 
association in the industry. 

The nationwide survey was conducted in September 1996 and was 
based on telephone interviews with 1,300 intfividual owner/operators and 
managers selected in a statistically random manner and split evenly between 
restaurants and taveros/bars. The poll was conducted by Roper Starch 
Worldwide and has a margin of error of +/- 4 percentage points. A copy of 
the Roper Study findings is available on request to members of the media. 
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Good morning. My name is Debra Leach. I’m the Executive Director of the National 
Licensed Beverage Association, NLBA as we’ll be calling it, the Alexandria, Virginia-based 
association representing bars, taverns, restaurants, package stores, hotels, and others in the 
hospitality business. 

I’ll be serving as your moderator this morning as we report to you on a recent poll which 
largely confirms my organization’s beliefs that OSHA’s anti-smoking regulations are a 
burdensome and unnecessary government intrusion into the business environment. Our 
concern is with our members’ ability to provide unique gathering places where customers 
and employees feel welcome and comfortable. We are after all in the hospitality industry. 

I want to thank the members of the media and other guests who have joined us this 
morning. 

Our other speakers will be; Jim Simpson, the President of NLBA and the owner of The 
Liquor Store in Waldorf, MD; and Sally Daniels, senior project director for Roper Starch 
Worldwide- 

Each speaker will have a few brief remarks, and then we’ll give you as much time as 
possible for questions. 

We’ll hear from Jim and Sally in just a few moments, but let me first give you the 
background. 

Last February, NLBA held a news conference here to mark the close of the comment 
period for the Indom' Air Quality regulations under consideration since 1994 by the 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration, OSHA- Under OSHA’s proposed Indoor Air 
Quality regulation, no one could smoke where they work, work where they smoke, or work 
where anyone else is smoking. As “workplace” includes; dining areas, bars, hotel rooms, and 
anywhere else work is performed, no wait staff or service personnel could enter smoking 
areas. The result would be a smoking ban for the entire hospitality industry. 

We believed then, and now, that this ban would cause a serious loss of business and jobs 
for the people who work in bars and restaurants. We said in February that we hoped the end 
of the comment period would also mean the end of the proposal. 
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Unfortunately, the proposal is still with us and under active consideration by OSHA. 

I also want to mention that OSHA has wrapped their anti-smo kin g plan In a web of 
complex, expensive, and unnecessary rules covering other air quality issues. Compliance 
with these other provisions would be a costly nightmare for any small business owner. 

OSHA expects business owners, even small business, to draw up comprehensive indoor 
air quality plans dealing with everything from a bit of car exhaust winch may drift inside 
when the front door is open, to carpet fumes, to cooking-related smoke and firnies, to 
asbestos buried in the walls, to fumes from cleaning substances, air conditioning systems, 
and more. 

I want to stress that NLBA is opposed to the entire thrust and approach of the OSHA 
proposal. Our members often spend more time in their place of business than any of their 
employees. They are very concerned about air quality. They would appreciate information. 
They don’t need costly new rules that will drive up costs and drive away customers. 

Given that back^und, NLBA wanted to gather more information to find out if bars and 
restaurants across the nation shared our concern, especially about the smoking baa 
provisions of the proposed rules. Frankly, we needed to know if we were accurately 
representing how our 16,000 members and others in the business really felt. 

We decided that-a nationwide survey was the best way to gauge their sentiments. Ac 
unrestricted research grant from Philip Morris made it possible. We asked Roper to design 
and conduct an objective study of the issue. The data was collected last month. Today, we 
are releasing it. 

As you will see, the survey delivered a strong message, even stronger than we originally 
thought — bar and restaurant owners don’t like OSHA’s plan! They don’t want smoking 
policy for a comer tavern in Montana to be set in a comer office in Washington, DC. 

Roper interviewed owners or manners of650 bars and 650 restaurants. They asked a 
range of questions covering current smoking policies and the expected impact if a universal 
smoking ban were imposed- The press kits have a summary of the key findings, so I won’t 
stand here and read a lot of numbers at you. But let me tell you what looked important to us 
as we reviewed the findings. 
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The survey demonstrates the very real concerns of the hospitality businesses who will 
have to deal with the impact of OSHA’s proposed national smoking ban. The majority of 
owners and managers of establishments that permit smoking or have smoking sections 
believe that this regulation will result in smoking customers patronizing their establishments 
less often and spending less money while they are there. 

A whopping 83 percent of all bar owners anticipate a loss of revenue due to OSHA’s 
smoking ban and most of those, 81 percent, predict their losses will be over 15 percent. A 
significant number of all restaurant owners and manage, 39 percent, and even more, 49 
percent of those establishments currently permitting smoking, believe the smoking ban will 
result in lower revenues. Over 85 percent of those expecting losses say their losses will 
exceed 5 percent of their revenues. 

Most of those who expect sales to go down also expect to have to lay off workers as a 
resulL 

If the OSHA proposal takes effect, real people are going to lose real jobs as an 
unintended result of action taken by an agency of the federal goveniment that is, ironically, 
charged with protecting workers. 

This study clearly demonstrates that owners and nranagers of restaurants, bars, and 
taverns feel strot^y that non-smoking customers would not come more often because of the 
smoking ban, nor would the people who do come spend more money in their establishments. 

Bar and restaurant owners don’t live in a vacuum. Most restaurants have voluntarily 
adopted some sort of smoking policy to balance the concerns of smokers and non-smokers, 
both workers and customers. Many have invested substantial sums in ventilation equipment 
so everyone will fac more comfortable. Over 90 percent of those surveyed feel that both their 
customers and employees accept their establishment’s smoking policies either fairly well, or 
very well - the vast majority responding “very well.” What’s more, 91 percent of bar/tavem 
respondents and 72 percent of restaurateurs preferred to make their own smoking policies 
without interference from state, local or federal governments. 

We also went a step further and asked our own economic consultant. Dr. Steve Barsby of 
Molalla, Oregon, to analyze the Roper results and tell us what they meant in terms of actual 
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sales and job losses. Dr. Barsby has more than two decades of experience analyzing sales 
and other economic data involving the alcohol beverage and other industries. We believe the 
estimates he came up with are very conservative. Nevertheless, they are sobering. 

Dr. Barsby estimates that restaurants will lose 3 billion dollars in sales, and that bars and 
taverns will lose i .6 billion if OSHA’s rules go into effect. That’s over 4.5 billion dollars in 
lost sales per year! 

Those sales declines will mean job loses. Some businesses will close altogether. 
Nationwide, Dr. Barsby believes that based on the estimated sales loss about 138,000 jobs 
will be eliminated. 

But that’s just the start. Virtually every business which sells products or services to bars 
and restaurants will also feel the impact. That includes food distributors, beverage 
distributors, landlords who collect rents based on sales, and even the govemm«it sales, 
excise, and income tax collectors will come up short. 

And keep in mind that 57 percent of the lost sales will be lost food sales with only 43 
percent of the losses coming in beverage sales. 

NLBA believes the Roper data confirm our belief that OSHA’s Indoor Air Quality rules 
would be a catastrophe for thousands of small bars and restaurants. Wc strongly believe and 
the survey confirms it, that the marketplace is handling the smoking issue and there is no 
need for government interference. Workers who want a smoke-free wiviroiunent have no 
trouble finding such a workplace. 

NLBA asks OSHA to listen to the small business owners and their workers who will 
suffer needlessly if these regulations are imposed. We believe OSHA should rethink their 
regulations, reopen the record, and look at reasonable alternatives that are already working in 
the marketplace, such as venrilation, separation, and accommodation. 
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Good morning. My name is Jim Simpson. I own and operate a beer, wine & spirits package store, known 
simj^y a$ Tbe Liquor Store in Waldorf, Maryland. 

I am a past presideni of the Maryland State Licensed Beverage Association, and since 1993 I have served 
as President of the NLBA. 

On behalf of the National Licensed Beverage Association, I am today re-staring our opposition to the 
proposed indoor air quality reguUuions which would effectively ban smoking in most of America’s 300,000 
bars, nightclubs, and fiilly licensed lestaiuants, as well a$ viitoally evmy other woriqiiace in America. 

As I pointed out last February when we held a news conference here; the circumstances of the hospitality 
industry really spotlight die fundamenial flaws in rim OSHA plan to make ladical changes in American 
lifestyles. Oovemmcnt can force us to provide a pristiss woriqilace &ee of all manner of known and 
suspected bad things, but they can’t force customers to come riuough our doors. If we are forced to alter oor 
business environment so that large ntimbeis of current custotners can no loiter relax and enjoy our 
hospitality - they simply won’t come. I riiink of our wotkeis would rather have a job wifo a Unle 

smoke in. the air, than foce the srifling pure air of the unen^loymeni office! 

The evidence feom Maryland suggests that if OSHA implements riteir rule it will give Irirth to 
unprecedented harassment of retail businesses by a volunteer army of anti-smoking zealots. They will be the 
enforcement aim of this regulation, mid they won’t be bound by the nonnal rales of official conduct When 
Maryland passed a sweeping ban on smoking in 1995, just such an army of anri-smoking 

vigilaniss began faiming out across the state to sniffi out and snuff oor violations. Even though they were 
originally only supposed m respond to complaints feom workers, the Maryland equivalent of OSHA found 
that more than half of the more than 300 complaints they received in the ferst ten months of the new rules 
were NOT feom employees. So that even in a small busii^ss where the owner and workers smoke, the 
unofficial smoking police are out looking for technical violations and creating ejqxmsive and rime 
consuming work for both the state and for the afiected business own^, Hus is not a story I’d like to see 
repeated on a national scale. 

As a small business own^ myself what really strikes me about the Roper study that we are releasii^ 
today is how deariy it demoosliates that bar and restaurant owners are already paying artention to shifong 
public attitudes. They have to. Thai’s what you have to do when yon are in business. Many establishments 
have invested in mr filtratioa and circulation equipment. Only about half the bars and only one sixth of the 
restaurants have cigarette vending machines. 77 percent of restaurantt and 11 percent of bars have imposed 
some limitation oat customer smoking, mostly without pressure from government Clearly, rite marketplace 
is responding to public attitudes while continuing to offer feeedom of choice for woticers and customers. 
Both groups deserve to be able to find the land of atmosphere they prefer. There is no more need for a 
unifemn nationwide smokii^ policy than there is for a uniform nationwide n^iu in America's restaurants 
and bars. 

We believe a handful of ami-smoking activists arc pressuring OSHA to issue fiur more sweeping 
regulations than are justified by science or our national ethic of promoting diversity and choice. 

Just as the poorly considered prohibition of alcohol earlier this century led to a ntsmber of unintended 
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unlicensed, underground gatheting places, lets call them smoke-^asies < will emeige to satisfy the desire of 
smokers for a place to relax and socialiae. Law enforcement has enough to gi^ple wkh already. 

I believe the OSHA proposal flies in the &ce of cuirent trends to reduce the size and sMpe of federal 
regulation and let citizens craft soludons that make s^ise to local people. Theic is no mote compeilii^ 
reason for unifoim smokmg rules nationwide than there is for uniform speed limits, uniform sales taxes, or 
uniform business operaung bouts. Diversity and tolerance used to be considered virtues in this cpunby. We 
believe they sdli are. 

We're not sdeodsis, but we know that a report by the Congressitmai Research Service in November of 
1995 raised serious new questions about whether second-hand smoke is really as dangerous as some have 
suggested. Given the uncotainty of the science, the extreme cost of compliant^ the fyct that individual 
business owneis ate already dealing with the issue, we strox^y believe OSHA should drop their cuneni 
proposal and focus on less dangerous ways to improve wodser safoQr. 

Tbankyou, 
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rm just going to take a few minutes to teli you» very briefly, how we conducted rite study 
and how we tried to maloe sure tiiat the findings from the study would give an. accurate 
picture of the opinions and belief of owners and mant^ers of restaurants and bars across 
the country. If you have questions later, as you are going through your pi^ kits, I 
would be happy to tell you more. 

The survey was conducted, in September, through telqjhone interviews with owners and 
managers of650 fbll-service restaurants and 650 bars and taverns. The samples were 
drawn in a statistically random manner from the national lists of restaurants, bars, and 
taverns, provided by Survey Sampling Incorporated, a major supplier of survey saxnples- 
AIl interviews were conducted by trained interviewers at Roper’s centralized telephone 
interviewing facilities in New York City. To prevent the biases that mig ht result from 
interviewing only those owners or managers vsho were easiest to contact and interview, 
up to 6 adttempts were made to reach each selected establishment, and int^viewers 
scheduled times to call-back respondents who were too busy or otherwise unavailable to 
be interviewed the first time we called. 

The questionnaire was developed by lesearcheis at Roper Starch, based on ii^ut from the 
National Licensed Beverage Association r^aiding the objectives of the survey and the 
areas of information to be iiiduded. We tried very hard, and believe we succeeded, in 
writing a questionnaire that is unbiased — allowing lespondents to tell us about their true 
attitudes and beliefs — whether they feel positively or negatively about the proposed 
smoking ban- 

interviews averaged about 10 minutes and incluiied questions about current customer and 
employee smoking policies; beliefr about the impact of the proposed smoldiig ban on the 
establishment; attitudes toward govemment regulation of smoking in restaurants and 
bars; and characteristics of the establishment — such as their size, number of en^ployees, 
and number of years in business. 

The samples of owners and manage actually interviewed, include a good mix of men 
and wom»i, young and old, and smokers and non-smokers. They represent 
establishments from all r^ons of the country, and of all sizes and numbers of 
employees. They include establishments that currently permit smoking and those who do 
not. 

In short, we believe that this survey has produced an accurate and &ir picture of the 
beliefs and attitudes of owner and managers of restaurants, bars, and taverns, on the issue 
of federal regulation of smoking in their establishments. 

Again, if you have questions, after looking through your jness kits, aboirt the way the 
survey was conducted, please feel free to ask me. 
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OCT-2S-3e 13-13 FROM* ID= PAGE ie/30 


(If making establishments smoke-free would result In lower r evenues^ 
If your revenues were to decrease, how many employees, if any, do you 
realistically think you would have to lay off? 


Restaurant 


\ Bar/Tavem 


At least one employee 
None 

■ Don’t Know 
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Considering both customers who smoke and those who do not smoke, 
how do you think making all establishment virtually smoke-free 
_would affect your establishment’s overall revenue?_ 


|■Bar/Tavem 

100 % 

90 % 

80 % 

70 % 

60 % 

50 % 

40 % 

30 % 

20 % 

10 % 

0 % 

Lower No Higher 
Revenue Change Revenue 



■ Restaurants 



Lower No Higher 
Revenue Change Revenue 
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Specifically, with respect to the smoking policy in your establishment, how well 

has it been accepted by your employees? _ 


Einployees/5«/vT avern I Employ 


84% 

74% 


18% 


9% 


7% 


8 % 


Very Well 
FaiHy Well 
Not Very/Not At All 


Roper Starch 
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Specifically, with respect to the smoking policy in your establishment, how well 


has it been accepted by your customers? 
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EXECUTIVE OVERVIEW 
Survey of Restaurants and Bars/Taverns 

Conduaed for the National Licensed Beverage Association 
by Roper, Starch, Worldwide 

A proposed federal govenunent regulation, requiring that ail areas where people work be 
smcke>fiee, would mean that restaurants, bars and taverns could no longer permit 
customer smoking. For a large majority of restaurants, and nearly all bars and taverns, 
this would require a chaise &om their current customer smoking policies — one that the 
owners and manners of these establishments believe will be detrimental to ihcir 
businesses. 

Belief About Consequences of Proposed OSHA Regulations 

Owners and managers of rcsiaurams, bars, and taverns expect the proposed regulations to 
have a significant effect on their businesses. They expect their customers who smoke to 
come less often and to spend less vdien they do, and they don’t expect this lost business 
to be made up by non-smokers. Bars and taverns expect significantly more harm to their 
businesses resulting fiom a ban on smoking than do restaurants. 

• Most owners and managers of restaurants that are not currently smoke-firee believe 
that, as a result of the new rules, smokiixg customers would come less often, and half 
believe that these smokers would, during a typical visit, spend less. 

• Owners and managers of bars and taverns are considerably more troubled by the 
proposed rules, with more than four out of five believing ritat their smoking 
customers wotdd come less often and that they would spend less money when they 
did come. 

• Most owners and managers expea that requiring all restaurants, bars and avems to be 
smoke-6ee would have little effect on the frequency of non-smokers’ visits or on the 
amount spent when non-smokers do come. Owners and manners in only one out of 
five restaurants that ate rjot currently smoke-free, and fewer than one out of ten of 
such bars, believe that non-smokers would visit more often. Twice as many bar 
owners and tnaitagers believe non-smokers would come less often as believe they 
would come more often, and three times as many of these owners and managers 
expect non-smokers to spend less money during a typical visit as expecr ihem to 
spend more. 

• If smoking were banned in all establishments, nearly half of mans^ers and owners of 
restaurants that currently allow smoking in at least part of their restaurants believe 
that their revenues would decrease, and three out of ten believe they would need to 
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lay off «nployees as a result. A substantial majority of those who believe their 
revenues would suffer predict a loss greater than ten percent of their current revenues. 

• Owners and managers of bars and taverns w4iere smoking is currently permitted in at 
least some areas are even more pessimistic, with 83 percent expectii^ lower revenues 
to result from such a ban on coking and more than, half predicting employee layoffs 
as well. More than four out of five of those who would expect revenue decreases 
estimate that the decrease wotild be more dan fifteen percent of current revenue. 

• Very few believe that their revenues would increase as a restilt of makirxg all 
establishments virtually smokc-ftee. Owners and managers of restaurants that are 
already smoke-free are the most likely to expect such a positive outcome - Eleven 
percent of these owners and managers believe that the change in policy would result 
in increased revenues for them, compared with tmly four percent of restaurants that 
currently allow smoking in at least part of their establishment 

Carrent Customer Smoking Policies 

Currently, most restaurants and nearly all bars may decide for themselves whether and 
where to permit customer smoking. Most restaurants do testrici smoking, whether by 
choice or because of state or local requirements, and those that are large enough to do so 
usually provide separate smoking and non-smoking areas, rather than banning customer 
smoking entiteiy. In bars and taverns, smoking is rarely restricted and almost never 
banned entirely. 

• Across the country, seven out of ten restaurants, and nearly all bars and taverns, 
cunently permit smoking in at least part of their esrablishmcnts. 

• Fewer than three out of ten restaurants, and only five percent of bars and taverns 
report having smoking policies required by state or local governments. 

• Nearly half of all restaurants choose to implement customer smoking policies 
themselves, either providing separate smoking and non-smoking areas, or banning 
customer ^noking throughout the restaurants. 

• For bars and taverns, customer atnoking restrictions arc still very uncommon. Nearly 
nine out of ten bars and taverns permit customers smoking throughout the 
establishment. Policies for those who have restrictions, nearly always include 
smoking and non-smoking areas. 

• When given a choice, restaurant owners and managers usually choose to provide 
separate smoking and non-smoking areas to accommodate both their smoking and 
non-smoking customers, rather than banning smoking entirely. Among restaurants 
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whose smoking policies are self-imposed, two-thirds choose to provide separate 
smoking and non-smoking areas. 

• For smaller restaurants, separate smoking areas are usually not an option and the 
choice is either to permit smoking throughout the restaurant or to ban it entirely. For 
the largest restaurants (those with sealing for 130 or more diners), nearly nine out of 
ten. of those with self-imposed smoking policies choose to provide smoking and non¬ 
smoking sections, rather than to be entirely smoke-free. 

• State and local government-imposed policies arc more likely than self-imposed ones 
to permit no smoking at all. Fony-five percent of the government-imposed policies 
are smoke-fi’ee compared with one-third of self-imposed policies. 

• Smaller restaurants are more likely than larger ones to permit smoking throughout the 
restaurant. In part, this is because state and local govenuneni rules about smoking 
policies in restaurants often exempt smaller establishments. But it is also because, 
among those not required by law to restrict smoking, fewer small restaurants choose 
to do so. Their inability to provide separate areas for smokers and non-smokers 
necessitates a more difficult choice - either to permit smoking throughout the 
restaurant or to be completely smoke-foee. 

• In two-thirds of restaurants that provide separate smoking and non-smoking areas, at 
least half of the seating is smoke-fiee. In bars and taverns, non-smoking areas are 
smaller - for about half of those who provide non-smoking areas, less than half of the 
seating is in smoke-free sections. 

Cairent Employee Smoking Policies 

Restaurants also differ significantly from bars and taverns in their employee smoking 

policies. 

• Only 12 percent of restaurants have no policy restricting when or where employees 
may smoke, and for many of these, policies have not been instituted because all 
employees are non-smokers. Most bats and taverns (62 percent) have no restrictions 
at all on employees* smoking. 

• In restaurants, employee smoking restrictions are almost evenly divided between 
those that prohibit employees from smoking anywhere inside the restaurant and those 
that allow employees to smoke in some part(s) of the restaurant. 

• In bars and taverns, employee smoking policies are much less restrictive than in 
restaurants. Such policies are five times as likely to permit employees to smoke in 
some areas inside the bar or tavern as they are to prohibit them entirely from doing so. 


BE/as nova 


'OI 


Sl'Et SB-SS-iOO 


Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/lgpkOOOO 


2063657926 



Customer and Employee Acceptance of Smoking PoUdes 

Owners and managers of restaurants, bars, and taverns report a high degree of customer 

and employee acceptance of current smoking policies in these establishments. 

• More than nine out of ten owners and managers of restaurants, bars, and taverns say 
customers have accepted the policies at least fairly well with 81 percent of bar 
owners/managers and 70 percent of restaurant owners/managers responding ‘Very 
well.’" 

• Customers of bars and taverns, where diere are few restrictions on smoking, are 
repotted to be even more accepting of current policies than restaurant customers. 
Customets in eight>in-ten bars and taverns are said to accept the smoking policies 
“very well”, compared with customers in seven-in-ten restaurants. 

• Employees in these establishments are reported to accept current smoking policies 
about equally well. 

Attitudes Towards Goverument Regulation of Smoking 

• Overwhelming majorities of owners and managers of restaurants, bars, and taverns 
believe that rules governing sirroking in their establishments should be made by the 
establishments themselves - not by local, state, or federal governments. 

• Nearly three-quarters of owners and managers of restaurants, and two-thirds of bar 
and tavern owners and managers, believe that they could accommodate, with no 
undue problems, the desires of both their smokii^ and non-smoking customers 
without government regulation. 

• When asked which of three statements best reflected dteir own opiitions about 
smoking policies, more dian half of restaurant owners and managers, and nearly nine- 
in-ten owners and managers of bars and taverns, say they feel that the issue of 
smoking or smoke-ftee establishments ^ould be left completely to the discretion of 
the owners. About a quarter of restaurant owners and managers, and fewer than one- 
in-ten bar and tavern owners and managers, feel that rules requiring them to designate 
a portion of their premises as smoke-free would be fair and would acconunodate all 
customers. Fewer than one out of five restaurant owners and managers, and only two 
percent of bar and tavern owner and managers say they believe that requiring all 
establishments to be virtually smoke-fw is a sound approach to dealing with the 
issue of smoking in public places. 
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About the Survey 

The information reported in fliis Executive Summary was obtained through a 
nationwide telephone survey of owners or managers of650 full-service 
restaurants and 650 bars and taverns. All interviewing was conducted, in 
September of 1996, from the Roper Starch central interviewing fecility, located in 
New York City. Up to six calls were made to reach the owner/manager of an 
establishment. The samples of restaurants and bais/tavems were drawn in a 
statistically random manner from national lists provided by Survey Sampling, 

■ Inc., a major supplier of survey samples to survey research organizations. The 
survey results are piojectable to the population of all such establishments with a 
maximum sampling error of plus or minus four percentage points for each sample 
of establishments. 
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Survey of Restaurants and Bars/Taverns 


September 24,1996 


(Percentages based on full samples of 65f> restaurants and 650 bars/taverns 

except where otherwise noted) 


Which approach do you fevor for making the rules governing customer smoking in 
your establishment? (Read responses) 


Bars 

Rest 


.91 

.72 

The rules regarding customer smoking should be made by the 
establishment itself 

.02 

.08 

The rules regarding customer smoking should be made by local 
govertuneiK. 

.02 

.07 

The rales regarding customer smoking should be made by state 
government. 

.03 

.06 

The rules regarding customer smoking should be made by the 
federal government. 

.02 

.07 

(Don't read) Don’t know 


Specifically with respect to the smoking policy in your establishment, how well has it 
been accepted by your customers - very well, fairiy well, not very well, or not at all 


well? 



Bais 

Rest 


.81 

.70 

Very well 

.12 

.25 

Fairiy well 

.01 

-03 

Not very well 

.01 

-01 

Not at all well 

.04 

■ .02 

Don't know 
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Again, with respect to the smokitxg policy in your cstahiishment, how well has it been 
acceptjed by your employees - very well, feirly well, not very well, or not at all well? 


Bars 


.84 

.74 

.09 

.18 

.02 

.04 

+ 

.01 

.05 

.03 


Veiywell 
Fairly well 
Not very well 
Not at in well 
Don’t know 


(1/establishment is riQi completely smoke-free) The federal government is 
considering implementing a rule that all rooms whens people work be smoke-free. In 
other words, unless you could set aside special smoking rooms for your employees on 
break, or smoking rooms for customers where no «nployees could service customers, 
your establishment and all others like it would be virtually smoke-firee. 

If a new federal rule required all establishments to be virtually smoke-ftec, how do 
you think your customers who currently smoke would react in terms of the ftequency 
with which they come to your establishment? Do you think—Gilead responses)?- 


Bars 

Rest. 


(Base) (640) 

(463) 


.02 

-01 

They would come here more ofien. 

.83 

.58 

They would come here less often. 

.13 

.37 

They would come with the same fi'cqucncy. 

.02 

.04 

(Don't read) Don’t know 


(If customers who smoke would come less often) By what percentage do you think 
your customers v^o smoke would decrease the frequency with which they come to 
your establishment? (Read responses.) 


Bars 

R«t. 


(Base) (530) 

(268) 


.02 

.05 

Less than 5% 

.02 

.09. 

5% to 7% 

.02 

.13 

8% to 10% 

.91 

.69 

Over 10% 

-03 

.04 

(Don i read) Don’t know 
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(If establishment is n^n completely smoke-jree) Do you think making all 
establishments virtually smoke-free would reduce or increase the amount of money 
your customers who smoke would spend in your establishment during a typical visit, 
or don’t you think there would be any significant change in the amount of money 


spent? 



Bars 

Rest. 


(Base) (640) 

(463) 


.84 

.50 

Would spend less money 

.03 

.04 

Would spend more money 

.12 

.41 

No change in money spent 

.02 

.04 

Don’t know 


(If establishment is mt completely smoke-free) If all establishments were required to 
be virtuadly smoke-free, how do you think your customers who do not smoke woidd 
react in terms of the frequency with which they come to your establishment? Do you 


think- 

■ (Read responses) ? 

Bars 

Rest 


(Base) (640) 

(463) 


.08 

.19 

Th<^ would come more often 

.16 

.06 

They would come less often 

.72 

.72 

They would come with about the same frequency 

,04 

-03 

(Don't read) Don’t know 


(If establishment is aci completely smoke-free) Do you think making all 
establishments virtually smoke-free would reduce or increase the amount of money 
your customers who do not smoke would spend in your establishment during a typical 
visit, or don’t you think there would be any significant change in the amount of 
money spent? 


fiaa 

Rest 


(640) 

(463) 


.22 

.07 

Would spend less money 

.07 

.09 

Would spend more money 

.69 

.81 

No change in money spent 

.03 

.05 

Don’t know 
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A ^ t 


BE/BZ 


Considering bpth customers who smoke and those who do not smoke, how do you 
think making all establishments virtually smoke-free would afEbct your 
establishment's overall revenue? Do you think this would result, overall, in higher 
revenues, lower revenues, or no signifrcant change? 



Rest, 


.02 

.06 

Higher revenues 

.83 

.39 

Lower revenues 

.13 

.51 

No significant change 

-02 

.04 

Don’t know 


♦ (Ifmaking edl establishments smoke-free woxild result in lQwsr.revenues). On an 

annual basis, by what percentage do you think your revenues would decrease? (Read 
responses) 


Bars 

Ewt. 


(Base) (539) 

(254) 


.01 

.08 

Less than 5% 

.09 

.28 

5% to 10% 

.07 

.14 

11% to 15% 

.81 

.44 

Over 15% 

.03 

.06 

(Don V read) Don’t know 


(If making establishments smoke-free yvould result in lower revenues). If your 
revenues were to decrease, how many employees, if any, do you realistically think 
you would have to lay off? 


Bars 



(Base) (539) 

(254) 


.22 

.28 

None 

.28 

.26 

1 or2 

.22 

.14 

3 or 4 

.12 

.09 

5to9 

.04 

.12 

10 or more 

,12 

.10 

Don't know 
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Vi/hich of these three statements is closest to your opinion of laws that require all 
establishments like yours to be stnokC'&ee? (Read responses) 


S2ZS Rest. 


.88 

.08 


.02 

.02 


.56 The issue of smoking or smoke-ftee establishments should be left 

completely to the discretion or judgment of the owners, 
ill 

.23 Rules requiring that establishments like mine designate a portion 
of the premises as a smoke-free arc feir and would acco mm odate 
all customeis. 
ai 

.17 Requiring all establishments to be virtually smoke-free is a sound 
approach to dealing with the issue of smoking in public places. 

.05 (Don't read) Don’t know 


(The above are a number of representative questions, full studies are available to the press upon request) 
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A Brief History of the National Licensed Beverage Association 

The roots of the National licensed Beverage Association (NLBA) go bade to the rq>eal of Prohibition. At that 
time, the U.S. ConsiitutioD. by virtue of the 21st Amendment, clearly gave to individual states the po>m to enact, 
enforce, and, in general, regulate their own laws affecting beverage aloAol. The states, in nim, at their discretion, 
relegated this power to the local govenunents; connty, town, cirjr, etc. 

The infh <«*nr.f> that local politicians had in controJling this business gave rise to abuses in the area of licensing, 
enforcenient, advertising and a multitude of p^ty regulations. ]n ordo' to protect themselves from these abuses—and, 
more importantly, to protect their license and their livelihood—many local tavern, restaorant and liquor .sioie owners 
joined together to fonn local assodations. The associations* goals were to support diose posems in power who supported 
them, to bead off legislation detrimental to their business, to curtail abuses, and to exebaage experiences to improve 
management. 

During World War H, die federal and state govenunents became more involved with the op«ation of the 
beverage alcohol industry. A host of fees and taxes were imposed to raise money to fond the war and limit the use of 
alcohol sorely needed for foe war effort. 

Following Wmld War n. both federal and state govemm^is realized foat the beverage alcohol industry 
represented a huge sooice of poiendal revenue. Many of the fees/iaxes imposed during the war that were supposed to 
be tea^Kurary remained in effect (and are still levied today). State Alcohol Beverage Ctmtrol Boards and Commissions 
took on the role of tax collector, pemui issuer, and law enforcer. 

As a result, the local associations consolidated into larger federations- First they became state associations, then 
regional assodations. and in 1946 a national associaiion, which in 1950 became the Narional Licensed Bever^e 
Association. 

The NLBA is a nonprofit association, with over 16,000 members across the country. It is the largest trade 
association in foe industry. Its goals, however, remain the same: 

* to support those wdio support the industry 

* to he^-oH' l^islation de^menfal to the Industry 

* to introduce legislation benencial to the industry 

* to exchange information to foaipoi bufoiess sIciUs 

* to educate the proprietor and server on the responsible use of beverage akohot products 

The retailer, as the last tier foe three-tier system, has foe only contact with foe consumer. He/she is foe fioal 
outlet for all of foe industry’s energy and marketing skills. Th^efbre it is essential to foe entire industry foai foe retailer 
is kept infonned of critical issues, educated on product usage, and allowed to condua business in a fair and equitable 
manner. 

For foe past few years, the NLBA has been broadening its member base by enlisting as members retailers who 
are nor members of one of NLBA's state associations, the various segments and tiers of the beverage alcohol industry, 
and foose who conduct business with the industry. All are working together to carry out foe association's strategy of 
creating a powwfoi grassroots lobbying force. 
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